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SUMMARY OF FACULTY SENATE MEETING

02/11/02

CALL TO ORDER
APROVAL OF THE MINUTES

Motion to approve the minutes of the 01/28/02 meeting as
corrected was made by Senator Couch Breitbach; second by
Senator Zaman.
Motion passed.
ANNOUNCEMENTS
1.

Call for Press Identification

2.

Comment from Chair Power

Chair Power talked about the Early Retirement
Incentive noting that President Koob and the
Cabinet have postponed any discussion of a plan on
the issue due to the fact that the chief financial
officers at UNI, Iowa and Iowa State are trying to
work out a coordinated proposal.
Chair Power noted that the Faculty Regent issue is
becoming a somewhat controversial issue.
3.

Comments from Faculty Chair, Melissa Heston

Faculty Chair, Melissa Heston distributed portions
of the Constitution that have substantial changes
for the Senate's review.
She asked the senator's
to review these changes and e-mail any concerns,
questions or comments to the Constitution
Committee. They are trying to get as much
feedback as they can about whether these
structures are reasonable and appropriate.
Chair
Power noted that the current version is on the
Senate's web site. Dr. Heston stated that a vote
on these revisions is scheduled for April 29.
Chair Power noted that this is tentatively
scheduled to be docketed in two weeks for the
Faculty Senate and then discussion on it in four
weeks.
4.

Comments from Provost Podolefsky

Chair Power noted that Provost Podolefsky is in
Washington D.C. this week.

I
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CONSIDERATION OF CALENDAR ITEMS FOR DOCKETING

801

Approve nominations to serve on the University Judicial
Committee

Motion to move to the head of Docket out of regular order as
#713 by Senator Romanin; second by Senator Kashef.
Motion
passed.
NEW BUSINESS

Renee Romano, Vice President for Educational and Student
Services, and Roland Carrillo, Director of Financial Aid at
UNI gave a presentation on Financial Aid.
Dr. Romano stated that the tuition increase of 7.2% this
year followed by 18.5% next year are the two largest tuition
increases UNI has experienced ' since she first came to UNI in
1988. Chair Power had asked her and Mr. Carrillo to talk
about what affect this has on students and whether financial
aid can keep up with this.
Mr. Carrillo distributed a series of graphs that showed the
types of financial aid at UNI and the amounts of
expenditures for the 2000-2001 academic year.
The first
graph was a breakdown of the total amount of financial aid
expended broken down by various types, totaling
$67,227,086.00.
Loans accounted for 63%, grants for 15% and
scholarships and departmental employment both for 10%.
The second graph showed funding sources, such as federal,
institutional, state, etc. The majority of aid at UNI is
federal (68%) with institutional aid next (22%).
The third graph showed a breakdown of the institution
programs with departmental employment being the largest
expenditure with approximately $6.5 million for the 2000
2001 academic year.
Total spending for institutional was
$14,810,535.00.
Page four showed a breakdown of undergraduate loans
including the national default rates for 1999.
He noted
that loans comprise 63% of the total aid distributed at UNI.
This means students are having to borrow quite a lot In
order to finance their education.
With the cost of
education continuing to rise each year, indebtedness and
employment will continue to rise as students search for the
best methods to finance their schooling.
Page five showed a breakdown of total scholarship dollars
expended at UNI.
The total for the 2000-2001 year was

/
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$7,033,574.00, which comprises all types of scholarships.
The largest was Set-A-Side Scholarship with $2,491,764.00.
Athletics was next with $1,695,247.00.
Pages six and seven show the amount of Set-A-Side funding
($7,272,887.00) provided to help students as tuition
increases each year.
It also shows how the money is broken
down between graduates (11%) and undergraduates (82%).
Page
seven shows how the money is divided between merit (51%) and
need based (40%) aid.
Dr. Romano noted that this Set-A-Side
funding will be going up 18.5% with the tuition increase.
Discussion followed with questions.
OLD BUSINESS
CONSIDERATION OF DOCKETED ITEMS

713

Approve nominations to serve on the University Judicial
Committee

Senator Romanin moved that the four names submitted, John
Baskerville, Lynn Brant, Victoria DeFranciso, and Ann Vernon
be forwarded to President Koob for appointment; second by
Senator Terlip.
Motion passed.
712

Receive report from Ad Hoc Committee on Academic
Freedom Issue

Motion to receive report from Senator Herndon; second by
Senator Romanin.
Ad Hoc Committee Chair, Dr. Lauren Nelson noted that the
issue they were asked to investigate involved requiring a
faculty member to give a common exam for sections of a
course that are taught by several different faculty members.
Because the exam was being used for Student Outcomes
Assessment they consulted a faculty member who was involved
in developing the university's original policy.
And because
it was an Academic Freedom issue, consulted with a faculty
member outside of UNI who serves on the Iowa AAUP Academic
Freedom Committee.
The committee found that it is not
necessarily a violation of Academic Freedom to be asked to
give a common exam; it is a practice that is done quite
frequently.
Dr. Nelson stated that the other issue that was a part of
this was a grading issue and they did not get clear-cut
recommendations on this, it was a somewhat of a gray area.

/
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It isn't clearly wrong to require someone to use a common
exam for grading a class. As the department had already
changed this policy, it was not an issue in the current
case.
The committee's recommendations relate to some issues
associated to Outcomes Assessment as well as procedures
related to issuing a common exam.
Questions and discussion followed.

ADJOURNMENT

DRAFT FOR SENATOR'S REVIEW

MINUTES OF THE UNIVERSITY FACULT SENATE MEETING
02/11/02
1573
Kenneth Basom, Karen Couch Breitbach, Cindy
Herndon, Melissa Heston, Ali Kashef, Susan Moore, Chris
Ogbondah, Dan Power, Tom Romanin, Laura Terlip, Shah
Varzavand, Mir Zaman.
PRESENT:

Mary Boes was attending for Kathryn vanWormer and James
Robinson for Richard Utz.
David Christensen, Syed Kirmani, Aaron Podolefsky,
Gayle Pohl, Kay Treiber, Dhirendra Vajpei and Donna Vinton.

ABSENT:

CALL TO ORDER:

Chair Power called the meeting to order at

3:17 P.M.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Motion to approve the minutes of the 01/28/02 meeting as
corrected was made by Senator Couch Breitbach; second by
Senator Zaman. Motion passed.

Call for Press Identification

No members of the press present.
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Comment from Chair Power

Chair Power talked about the Early Retirement Incentive
noting that President Koob and the Cabinet have postponed
any discussion of a plan on the issue due to the fact that
the chief financial officers at UNI, Iowa and Iowa State are
trying to work out a coordinated proposal.
President Koob
assured Chair Power that if there were a proposal, it would
be brought to the Senate before going to the Regents.
It
appears that it will be a much more limited program,
probably focusing primarily on health benefits.
Chair Power noted that the Faculty Regent issue is becoming
a somewhat controversial issue.
Iowa has two groups of
faculty, a Faculty Senate and a Council.
The Council chose
not to act to support this.
Their Faculty Senate will not
meet again until March.
One of the Council members brought
forth concerns that this Faculty Regent would be subject to
intense lobbying by faculty and that was a reason not to
have a faculty Regent.
Chair Power stated that what the
faculties' want is a seat at the Regent table and an
opportunity to feel comfortable lobbying to bring more of a
faculty perspective to the Regent's discussions.
The Chair
at Iowa State, Christy Pope, noted that the issue will come
out of committee, with the two republican committee members
voting to bring it out and the democrat member voting not
to.
Ms. Pope has also notified Dan that the Board of
Regents has voted to oppose having a Faculty Regent.
He was
unsure how this vote was taken.
The Board has also directed
the lobbyist of the three state universities to actively
oppose the bill in the legislature.
He also noted that he
did not know all the facts but that this seems to smack at
narrow self-interest and did not think it was good use of
taxpayers funds to have lobbyist lobbying on this issue.
He
also noted the he plans to attend the Regents meeting in
Ames on Wednesday.
He also commented that if we did have a
Regent representing faculty, we should also have a Regent
representing university staff and P&S employees, which may
be a logical outcome of this process over time, having three
internal Regents representing students, faculty and staff,
and six external Regents.
But that is not what the bill is
right now.
The bill is to be amended so the Faculty Regent
serves a two-year term and it would rotate among the three
universities.
Senator Terlip questioned whether the conflict of interest
issue with the Faculty Regent that was raised at the last
meeting had been discussed.
Chuck Quirk noted that it had
not been discussed. Discussion followed.
Chair Power noted that Provost Podolefsky is in Washington
D.C. this week.

/
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Consideration of Calendar Items for Docketing

801

Approve nominations to serve on the University
Judicial committee

Motion to move to the head of Docket out of regular order as
#713 by Senator Romanin; second by Senator Kashef.
Motion
passed.
Consideration of Docketed Items

713

Approve nominations to serve on the University Judicial
Committee

Senator Romanin moved that the four names submitted, John
Baskerville, Lynn Brant, Victoria DeFranciso, and Ann Vernon
be forwarded to President Koob for appointment; second by
Senator Terlip.
Senator Romanin stated that discussion with
Carol Cooper of Committee on Committee's occurred and it was
noted that this was not a Faculty Senate committee, it is
simply the forwarding of nominations and it is acceptable
for them to come forward in this manner.
He noted that he
will continue to keep the Committee on Committee's informed
on this process.
Senator Romanin also noted that Lynn Brant and Ann Vernon
are currently serving, Victoria DeFrancisco has served in
the past, and John Baskerville would be a new appointment.
These four individuals are representative of the colleges of
race and gender, and are part of a larger body of sixteen
from whom panels of five are drawn whenever there is a
potential of suspending of a student from the university.
Motion passed.
712

Receive report form Ad Hoc Committee on Academic
Freedom Issue

Chair Power commented that on April 30, 2001 the University
Faculty Senate voted to appoint an ad hoc committee to
examine allegations by a faculty member of a violation of
academic freedom.
Motion to receive report from Senator Herndon; second by
Senator Romanin.
Ad Hoc Committee Chair, Dr. Lauren Nelson noted that the
issue they were asked to investigate involved requiring a
faculty member to give a common exam for sections of a
course that are taught by several different faculty members.

)
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Committee members, Dr. Nelson, Scott Cawelti and Dan Power,
gathered information from the department, college, and
faculty member involved.
They also consulted people with
expertise in this area.
Because the exam was being used for
Student Outcomes Assessment they consulted a faculty member
who was involved in developing the university's original
policy. And because it was an Academic Freedom issue,
consulted with a faculty member outside of UNI who serves on
the Iowa AAUP Academic Freedom Committee.
The
recommendations are listed in the back of the report.
Regarding the original complaint, the committee found that
it is not necessarily a violation of Academic Freedom to be
asked to give a common exam; it is a practice that is done
quite frequently.
A number of studies and articles
addressing this issue have been done.
There are some
criteria that should be consider, one of which is that it
cannot be unilaterally required by any administrator, it
must be a decision of the faculty of the department.
The
other criteria have to do with access to the exam and the
steps that should be taken to assure that every faculty
member who is required to give the exam has equal access to
it.
There was some issue in this circumstance where better
procedures could be developed which are in the
recommendations.
Dr. Nelson stated that the other issue that was a part of
this was a grading issue and they did not get clear-cut
recommendations on this, it was a somewhat of a gray area.
It isn't clearly wrong to require someone to use a common
exam for grading a class. As the department had already
changed this policy, it was not an issue in the current
case.
The committee's recommendations relate to some issues
associated to Outcomes Assessment as well as procedures
related to issuing a common exam.
They found that the
Student Outcomes Assessment Committee had not been very
active and they recommended that that committee be
reconstituted and more active.
It was a committee that had
reported to the Provost and the Provost indicated that he
prefer that that committee be one that reports to the
Faculty Senate, which is a recommendation.
Senator Herndon questioned the participation in the
development of a common exam.
It appeared that this case
was an exclusion of the faculty member in the development of
the common exam.
Dr. Nelson noted that this is a dangerous
aspect because a person may be excluded for inappropriate
reasons.
However, the outside reviewer did not see it as a
problem if the person that was excluded had access to the
exam in other ways, was able to review it.
What you are
trying assure in some way is equal access to the exam.
The
reason that was given that it would not be a problem is that
it ends up being a decision of the majority and if the
decision of the majority about the exam would have been the
same, had this person participated or not, then it wasn't

)
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going to change the situation.
If the person was excluded
from the development process, he had to be compensated with
access to the exam.
They have to be able to alter course
content in order to address things that might be on the exam
that they might not otherwise have addressed.
Senator Ogbondah questioned if there is a document that
defines what academic freedom is. Dr. Nelson responded that
there is a document called "The Red Book" from AAUP.
They
have a number of rulings and sub-rulings that they publish
for reference.
Senator Ogbondah noted that it seems that if
everyone has access to this document it might minimize the
tendency to bring such charges. Dr. Quirk stated that if
anyone wanted a copy, to let him know.
He noted that it is
also in the Provost's Office and the library, and it is on
line.
Senator Zaman asked for a clarification of on the statement
about Outcomes Assessments, was it part of the complaint or
more of a general statement. Dr. Nelson responded that in
discussing the main points of the complaint, it was
something they interpreted as being a possible part of the
complaint, it seemed that it might be an underlying issue.
Dr. Russ Campbell questioned if they considered faculty
members versus lecturer rights at all.
Dr. Nelson responded
that they did not but as far as anything they had document
wise, it didn't make a distinction.
Senator Zaman motion to call the question; second by Senator
Kashef.
Motion passed.
Motion to receive the report of the Ad Hoc Committee passed.
Chair Power noted that he served on the committee but he
would like to thank Dr. Nelson for her leadership and her
devotion to carry this through in a very professional,
detailed manner.
He also noted that Dr. Scott Cawelti was a
good partner in all of this.
Senator Terlip noted that one of the recommendations was
that the Student Outcomes Assessment Committee be part of
the Faculty Senate.
She questioned if there were
recommendations or could the Senate call for recommendations
on the composition of that committee should they choose to
do this.
Dr. Nelson responded that it would have to be a
separate motion of the Senate but they would be willing to
give feedback .

.I
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Comment from Faculty Chair

Faculty Chair, Melissa Heston distributed portions of the
Constitution that have substantial changes for the Senate's
review.
She asked the senator's to review these changes and
e-mail any concerns, questions or comments to the
Constitution Committee. They are trying to get as much
feedback as they can about whether these structures are
reasonable and appropriate.
Chair Power noted that the
current version is on the Senate's web site.
Dr. Heston
stated that a vote on these revisions is scheduled for April
29.
Chair Power noted that this is tentatively scheduled to
be docketed in two weeks for the Faculty Senate and then
discussion on it in four weeks.
Dr. Robinson questioned what provision has been made for
consultation with other faculty bodies, such as College
Senates or with the faculty as a whole.
Dr. Heston
responded that after the Senate has received the report with
the recommendations, they will then make arrangements for
some general discussion sessions to talk about it with no
votes.
The Committee is hoping that the Senator's will take
this back to their Colleges.
Eventually changes will be
posted on the web site so any faculty member can look at it.
They discussed waiting until next fall for a vote but that
means electing a new faculty chair and turning the whole
process over to someone new.
Waiting another year did not
seem like a wise thing to do.
Chair Power noted that the
Senate will take this up after the presentation.
New Business

Renee Romano, Vice President for Educational and Student
Services, and Roland Carrillo, Director of Financial Aid at
UNI gave a presentation on Financial Aid.
Dr. Romano stated that the tuition increase of 7.2% this
year followed by 18.5% next year are the two largest tuition
increases UNI has experienced since she first came to UNI in
1988. Chair Power had asked her and Mr . Carrillo to talk
about what affect this has on students and whether financial
aid can keep up with this.
Mr. Carrillo distributed a series of graphs that showed the
types of financial aid at UNI and the amounts of
expenditures for the 2000-2001 academic year.
The first
graph was a breakdown of the total amount of financial aid
expended broken down by various types, totaling
$67,227,086.00.
Loans accounted for 63 %, grants for 15% and
scholarships and departmental employment both for 10%.
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The second graph showed funding sources, such as federal,
institutional, state, etc.
The majority of aid at UNI is
federal (68%) with institutional aid next (22 %).
The third graph showed a breakdown of the institution
programs with departmental employment being the largest
expenditure with approximately $6.5 million for the 2000
2001 academi c year.
Total spending for institutional was
$14,810,535.00 .
Page four showed a breakdown of undergraduate loans
including the national default rates for 1999. He noted
that loans comprise 63% of the total aid distributed at UNI.
This means students are having to borrow quite a lot in
order to finance their education.
With the cost of
education continuing to rise each year, indebtedness and
employment will c ontinue to rise as students search for the
best methods to finance their schooling.
Page five showed a breakdown of total scholarship dollars
expended at UNI.
The total for the 2000-2001 year was
$7,033,574.00, which comprises all types of scholarships.
The largest was Set-A-Side Scholarship with $2,491,764.00.
Athletics was next with $1,695,247.00.
Pages six and sev en show the amount of Set-A-Side funding
($7,272,887.00) provided to help students as tuition
increases each year.
It also shows how the money is broken
down between graduates (11%) and undergraduates (82%).
Page
seven shows how the money is divided between merit (51%) and
need based (40%) aid.
Dr. Romano noted that this Set-A-Side
funding will be going up 18.5% with the tuition increase.
Discussion followed with questions including:
What is the difference between subsidized and unsubsidized
loans? UNI has a direct loan program where the institution
manages the loan.
This is a much more efficient method.
Subsidized loans mean that someone, Uncle Sam, is paying the
interest on the loan for the student.
With the direct
subsidized loan the student must be financially needy.
With
an unsubsidized loan the interest can be paid while they're
going to school and differ the principal, or have the
interest added to the principal and pay both when they
finish school.
How much of the scholarship dollars are allocated to
athletics? Athletics accounts for $1,695,247.00 of the
total scholarships dollars, which includes $389,561.00 Set
a-Side and $926,228.00 Foundation dollars.
What is the average monthly payment for a student who
borrows upon graduation? Stafford loan repayments are
usually staggered, with the payment increasing as time
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increases.
There is an income contingent loan repayment
plan where if you don't make very much money, you pay a
little, as you make more money, you pay more.
These are
probably not the best kind because if you don't make more
money you wind up paying off more interest.
The preferred
method is like a bank loan where you lock it in for a period
of time with at set interest rate.
$100.00 - $150.00 is an
average monthly payment; much less than that first new car
payment.
What is your opinion of the future with regard to increasing
costs and it's impact on students at UNI? There is money
for all students to go to school.
The family may not like
the kind of loan programs available but there is something
to help the son or daughter attend college.
There is a new
teacher forgiveness loan program for the state of Iowa.
They are asking the government to put more money into it.
It is an excellent program because it allows our Iowa
teachers to graduate and have some of that loan forgiven for
every year they teach.
Dr. Romano noted that they will be doing further study on
how much students are working and how many hours.
She also
noted that UNI does not have the kind of scholarship dollars
to compete with ISU and Iowa but we will continue to do our
best to attract the best and brightest given our limited
resources.

It does appear, however, with the tuition increase that the
average debt load will also increase. Mr. Carrillo
commented that he would prefer students to borrow a little
more and spend more time studying rather than working long
hours. They can monitor student employment on campus but
they can't off campus.
Mr. Carrillo stated that another thing they are trying to do

nationally to assist students is to have the loan limits
increased per student.
Several years ago congress
established limits, freshman can borrow $2,625.00 per year,
sophomores $3,500.00, juniors and seniors can borrow
$5,500.00.
Increasing those limits would ease the burden
for students of having to work more.
Another thing that they are trying to work on is credit card
abuse.
Many times a student will come to the Financial Aid
Office to see about a long-term direct loan to consolidate
their credit card debt.
If they do that, they are unable to
afford to attend school.
What is the range of loans? The average is $17,812 with
some students borrowing up to $35,000 to graduate.
Are International Students were eligible? They are not
eligible for the traditional financial aid but International

I
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Studies does get some of the Set-A-Side money.
It was noted
that international students must demonstrate that they can
afford to come her before they do.
Dr. Romano and Mr. Carrillo thanked the Senate for inviting
them to today1s meeting.
Chair Power thanked Dr. Romano and Mr. Carrillo for sharing
with the Faculty Senate and encouraged them to visit again
any time they had information they wanted to share.
Motion to adjourn by Senator Zaman; second by Senator
Ogbondah.
Meeting adjourned at 4:30 P.M.
Submitted by,
Dena Snowden, Faculty Senate Secretary

/

Background for
Docket Item: Nomination of four faculty members
to serve on the University Judicial Committee
submitted by Tom Romaninfor 2/11/2002 Faculty Senate Meeting

The Student Disciplinary Code specifies that the President appoints members to the University
Judicial Committee (UJC) from nominations submitted to him by the Faculty Senate, NISG and
others. (See Composition ofthe University Judicial Committee* below.) A conscious effort is
made to assure gender balance and minority representation in the committee membership. The
UJC has jurisdiction in all cases where the violation could result in a possible sanction of
suspension or expulsion from the University.
I am asking the Senate to nominate he following faculty who have all have agreed to allow their
names to be placed in nomination:
• John Baskerville, Assistant Professor, College of Social & Behavioral Sciences
• Lynn Brant, Associate Professor, College of NatUral Sciences
• Victoria DeFrancisco, Professor, College of Humanities & Fine Arts
• Ann Vernon, Professor, College of Education
,

* Composition ofthe University Judicial Committee. The University Judicial
Committee is appointed by the President and is composed of six (6) students
nominated by Student Government to serve two (2) year terms, four (4) faculty
members nominated by the Faculty Senate to serve four (4) year terms, four (4) staff
members nominated by the Vice President for Educational and Student Services to
serve four (4) year terms, and three (3) faculty/staff judicial officers chosen by the
President from the University at large. To be eligible for nomination students must
have earned fifteen (15) credit hours of undergraduate course work or twelve (12)
credit hours of graduate course work in residence at the University. The terms of
voting members shall be staggered as follows: one half of the student positions each
year and one half of the faculty and staff positions every two (2) years. The UJC
chairperson is appointed by the President from among the faculty and staff members
appointed to the Committee.

,
From University of Northem Iowa Policies & Procedures--3.02 Student
Discipline (Item #18), online at http://www.uni.edu/pres/policies/302.html

TO:
Lauren Nelson, Chair; Daniel Power)

FROM: Ad

Freedom

of Northern Iowa
by a faculty member of a violation
COllIl(lenlllamy the complainant will not be named and the
violation occurred will be referred to as "the
;;:""'.LVLL";

stated that during the fall 2000
had no control and to use it for
freedom centered on the
for the class. That
selection of test questions
and determrne
content of their courses.
The faculty
excluded from the discussions outcomes assessment
development of the examination.
concern was
sufficient time to review the examination prior to

individual was

;

At the April 30th Faculty uvLlf.Hv
specific complaint had been
describe the exact manner in which
subsequently learned that the faculty
was
after the fall of2000. The' complaint pertains
semester and do not represent an on
circumstances surrounding the
a violation of academic freedom.
the Department and the University
University's core values, one of

F acuIty Senate that the
Provost did not
pVI"'trln!",,'"

vV"Hf)'Lf.UH

Obtained
we requested
the department head; (2) information from the
outcomes assessment procedures and policies from
included a statement from the complainant, a memo
documents from the department head, copies
office, and copies of the university'S "Student Outcomes
Procedures for Academic Program Review" from the
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received a memo from three department faculty who were involved in the revision of student
outcomes assessment procedures, and a follow-up memo from the Department Head.
In his initial memo to the committee, the department head stated a need to see the
complainant's statement to prepare an adequate response. However, the complainant asked the
committee not to forward the original statement. We resolved this issue by preparing a
summary of the complaint which was agreed to by the complainant. This summary was
forwarded to the department head. It reflected the committee's understanding of the issues and
guided our subsequent discussions.

Consultation
The committee decided that outside consultation would be a part of our inquiry. To
accomplish this we prepared a preliminary report which included a summary of the complaint,
description of the context of the complaint, relevant excerpts from the university's outcomes
assessment policy, and a set of questions over the key issues. We requested two individuals to
read the preliminary report, answer questions posed by the committee, and comment on other
issues they thought were pertinent. One was a faculty member from the University of Northern
Iowa who had provided l~adership in the development of the university's student outcomes
assessment policy, and the second was a faculty member from another college who was a
member ofthe Iowa AAUP Academic Freedom Committee.
Committee's Findings
We identified four issues which were central to the allegations of a violation of academic
. freedom: (1) the requirement to use a common examination for course sections taught by
multiple faculty; (2) the exclusion of an individual from participating in the development of an
exam the faculty member was required to administer, (3) the requirement (from a department
head and a faculty committee) that a common exam count for a specified percentage of a course
grade, and (4) the right of a faculty member to view a commo,n exam prior to the time it is
administered.
\

Requiring a Common Exam
Use of a common examinations for course sections taught by multiple faculty is an
acceptable practice depending on how the decision was made. The condition is that the decision
to adopt a common exam must be made by the faculty and not imposed by an administrator. In
the situation under investigation, the decision to use a common exam was made by the faculty.
The underlying principle is that no individual faculty member has the power to veto faculty
decisions. The precedent is from a 1999 AAUP statement, "Academic Freedom in the Medical
School" which is quoted below:
"The freedom to teach includes the right of the faculty to select the materials,
determine the approach to the subject, make the assignments, and assess student
academic performance in teaching activities for which faculty members are
individually responsible, without having their decisions subject to the veto of a
department chair, dean, or other administrative officer. Teaching duties in medical
schools that are commonly shared among a number of faculty members require a

Date:1/17/02
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significant amount of coordination and the imposition of a certain degree of structure,
and often involve a need for agreement on such matters as general course content,
syllabi, and examinations. Often, under these circumstances, the decisions of the
group may prevail over the dissenting position of a particular individual.

Participating in Development ofCommon Exams
In ideal circumstances, all faculty who would be asked to administer a common exam
should be involved in the development of that exam. All members of a department's faculty
should be involved in educational decision-making and it is inappropriate to exclude individual
members. However, it is not clear that excluding a faculty member from participation on a
particular committee would violate that faculty member's academic freedom. Service on
departmental committees might be regarded as a duty of the faculty, but rarely as a right (Memo
from UNI faculty consultant, October 30, 2001).
Nonetheless, excluding a faculty member from participation in a matter directly related to
his or her teaching raises a serious question about fairness. The faculty consultant from UNI
clearly stated the issue: "Exclusion of a faculty member from participation, however, raises
questions of fairness and due process, especially should that faculty member be a member of a
religious, racial, or etlmic minority or member of another protected class. It is also important
that the exclusion of the faculty member not be based on ideological differences rooted in the
profession. "

SpecifYing How to Use an Exam in Course Grading
Requiring a faculty member to use a common exam in course grading and specifying a
percentage weight for the exam could constitute a violation of that faculty member's academic
freedom. On this issue there was a gray area because of the possibility, as noted previously, that
the right of an individual faculty member could be superseded by the professional judgment of
the,departmental faculty.
The department's current policy on grading OAE exams; which provided for faculty
discretion in grading, does not violate the academic freedom of the faculty. The policy reads in
part: "To ensure that students take seriously the OAE exam, instructors are requested, at their
discretion, to assign to it a weight not to exceed 10% of the course grade."
In the current situation the dissenting faculty member was exempted from administering
the exam after voicing a complaint. This is an appropriate form of relief for dissenting faculty
when it fits the situation. However, being exempted from a policy or procedure that is
objectionable is not a faculty right. Rather, an exemption might be granted in situations where it
would not undermine faculty decision-making.

Providing Access to a Required Exam Prior to Administration
All faculty who participate in the administration of a common exam should have equal
access to that exam. Where some members of the faculty participated in creating an exam, and
therefore may have greater familiarity with the contents, it is critically important for the
excluded individual to have access to the exam well in advance of its administration. To do
otherwise would invalidate comparisons of student performance across sections and could be
viewed as an attempt to undermine the position of the excluded faculty member. However,
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departments that adopt common exams need to be aware of a possible tendency to teach to the
test. In our view, the need to assure equal access to the exam for all faculty would outweigh this
concern.

Decision Regarding the Complaint
The committee determined that requiring a faculty member to administer a common exam
is not necessarily a violation of academic freedom, as some may have believed. However,
when a common exam is required, steps must be taken to assure that faculty who are asked to
administer the common exam have equal access to the exam prior to administering it. A
situation in which some faculty had full access to the test questions when the exam was
generated and other faculty had limited access is inappropriate. Although some of the facts
surrounding this complaint are in dispute, it appears that the complainant had only a limited role
in developing the common exam and that no procedures were in place during the Fall 2000 to
assure timely access to the exam before its administration. The committee concluded that there
appears to have been at least an inadvertent violation of the complainant's academic freedom
during the Fall 2000 not because of the requirement to administer the common exam, but
because the complainant did not participate in development of the common exam and did not
have timely access to the exam before its administration. The violation was not an on going
circumstance and was resolved by the department by the spring of 200 1 through policy changes
and exempting the complainant from administering the exam.
Perhaps an issue underlying this complaint is a concern about the use of outcomes
assessment results in the evaluation of individual faculty. This issue is addressed in the
following statement from Student Outcomes Assessment Policy (University of Northern Iowa,
April 1991, p. 4): "Faculty will not participate effectively and outcomes assessment is unlikely
to be successful if faculty suspect that assessment results will be incorporated in the faculty
reward structure." Thus, the intended focus of the SOA process at the University is on
institutional and program improvement, and not on the evaluation and reward of individual
faculty. Further, the process is envisioned as one where faculty and administrators work
cooperatively both in the development and implementation of procedures.
Recommendations
I.!

The Educational Policies Committee and/or Student Outcomes Assessment Committee
should review the current "Student Outcomes Assessment Policy" (April, 1991) document.

2.

The Department should file a revised version of its Student Outcomes Assessment Plan
with the Associate Provost, Dr. Susan Koch, to clarity current SOA procedures in the
department.

3.

The Department should include in its SOA plan a statement regarding how they will
provide all faculty with timely access to common exams.

4.

Ideally, departments at the University of Northem Iowa would include all faculty members
in deliberations regarding curriculum and courses.

5.

To increase campus awareness of policies and procedures associated with student
outcomes assessment, we encourage wide dissemination of information about outcomes
assessment policy once the policy review is completed.
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6.

To revitalize the role of the faculty in student outcomes assessment and provide for greater
faculty control over the policies and procedures, we should reconstitute the Student
Outcomes Assessment Committee and make it a committee that reports to the Faculty
Senate.

7.

The Student Outcomes Assessment Committee should have an active role and any
departments who revise their SOA procedures should route these revisions to the
committee for consultation.
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DRAFT OF CONSTITUTIONAL REVISIONS:
Substantive Changes
Portions of Article I and Article II
February 8, 2002
Article I: Definition of Faculty
1. Th e Universi t y Facu lty.
The University faculty
the voting facu lt y and the non-voting faculty.

shall

consist

of

two

grou p s:

1.1

The Voting Faculty.
The vot ing facult y shall consist of a l l those who are
appointed to one of the four academic ranks--instructor, ass istant
professor, associate professor, or full professor--and who hold a
probat ionary or tenured appointment.

~

The Non-Vot i ng Faculty.
The non-voting facult y shall consist of those who
hold part-time or full-time temporary appointments--Iecturers, adjuncts,
visiting professors, and other such designations--that involve teaching
and/ or research responsibil it ies directly related to the academic programs
of the Un i versity. Their designated term shal l be for the academic year.
Emeritus faculty shall also be included in this group. It shall i nclude
emeritus faculty and, in addition, all those persons whose original
appointments both carry faculty status and pre date the adoption of this
Constitution.

1 .3

Jurisdiction o f the Voting Faculty: Limitation of Vot ing.
Privilege of
mot i on, second, and deba te shall be afforded to all members o f t h e facu lty
du r ing faculty meet ings. Voting at all levels of faculty governance shal l
be restricted to members of the voting faculty.
facult y who meet the
requirements for Voting Faculty status specified in Article I , Section 1.1
o f this Constitution.

1.4

The Faculty Senate may, as it deems appropriate, admit individuals to the
voting faculty or to the non voting faculty on a permanent basis.
Individuals ~Jho believe that their university responsibilities justify
their being members of the voting or of the non voting faculty may apply,
in writing to the Faculty Senate for consideration. Voting faculty or non
voting faculty status granted by the Faculty Senate shall be for such term
as the Faculty Senate specifies, but in all cases will be retained by t he
individual only as long as he/she remains in his/her position.

Article II:

Officers and Duties

1. Chairperson of the Faculty. The University faculty shall elect its chairperson
by majority vote of those voting.
1.1.

Election.
The Committee on Committees shall make at least t',JQ nominat :" ons.
other names may be added to the ba l lot by petition of at least th ir ty
faculty members delivered to the secretary of the facul t y.

1.2.

Term. The chairperson shall serve a term of one year, beginning in the
fall semester, a person may serve no more than two consecutive terms.

1. 3.Du t i es.
The official duties of the chairperson of the faculty shall
include.
1.3.1 . Presiding at meetings of the faculty as presc r i bed in Articl e
±-I-±--;

1.3 . 2 . Calling meetings of the faculty as prescribed in Artic l e III.

1.3.3. Preparing, in cooperation \lith the vice chairperson of the
faculty, the agenda of the faculty meetings.
1.3 . 4 . Acting as spokesperson for the established policies and positions
of the faculty to officers of administration, to the press, to
student leadership representatives, and consistent \lith Board
policies and regulations, to the Board of Regents.
1 . 3.5. Communicating in '.lriting \,rith the faculty, or '.lith its delegate,
the University Faculty Senate, or '.lith officers of administration
on matters of faculty ',,'elfare, edueational policy, or general
institutional concern.
l.3.5.1

1.4.

The aforementioned correspondence shall, \Jhen judged
appropriate by the ehairperson, be distributed in copy
form to the entire University faculty.
Filed copies of
all the official correspondence of the chairperson shal-l
be available for CJEamination by any member of t he
faculty.

Absence or Incapacity of the chairperson of the Faculty. When, in the
judgment of a majority of the University Faculty Senate, an absence of the
chairperson of the faculty is prolonged to the point that the Senate j udges
the effectiveness of the office to be seriously jeopardized, the Senate
shall declare the office vacated and shall nominate and then elect a
faculty member to fulfill the remainder of the term.

1. Chair and Chair-elec t of the Fa c ulty.
The Chair of the Faculty and the
Chair-elect of the Faculty shall be university-wide leadership positions
with complementary duties.
1.1

Term.
The term of service shall be two consecutive a c ademic years.
During the first year , the elected person shall serve as Chair-elect of
the Faculty.
During the second year, this person shall serve as Chair
of the Faculty.

1 .2

Eligibility.
Any members of the voting faculty is eligible for election
with the foll o wing exceptions:
(1 ) those who are completing the their
term as Chair of the fa c ulty; and (2) those deans, directors and
central administrative officers whose duties are judged by the
Committee on Committees to be primarily administrative.

1.3 Election. Each spring the voting members of the faculty shall elect the
Cha i r-elect of the Faculty by majority vote of those voting according
to procedures established by the Senate.
Electronic balloting shall be
acceptable.
The Committee on Committees shall make two nominations:
other names may be added to the ballot by petition of at least thirty
faculty members delivered to the Chair of the Committee on Committees.
1 .3 Duties.
1.3.1 Official Duties of the Chair of the Facu l ty shall include:
1 .3. 1 . 1

Serving as Chair of the University Senate, with ex
offico status. Although the presiding officer of the
Senate, the Chair may not vote even in the case of a
tie.

1.3.1.2

Preparing, in cooperation with the Chair-elect of the
faculty and a Senator chosen by the Senate , the agenda
of the Senate meetings.

1.3.1.3

Calling and presiding at meetings of the Faculty as
prescribed in Article III.

1.3.1.4

Appointing a faculty member to serve as parliamentarian.

1.3.1.5

Preparing, in cooperation with the Chair-elect of the
faculty , the agenda of regular and special faculty
meetings.

1.3.1.6

Acting as the speaker for the established policies and
positions of the faculty to officers of the
administration, to the press, to student leadership
representatives, and consistent with Board policies and
regulations, to the Board of Regents.

1.3.1.7

Communicating in writing with the faculty, or with its
delegate, the University Faculty Senate, or with
officers of administration on matters of faculty
concerns, educational policy, or general institutional
concern.
1.3.1.7.1

The aforementioned correspondence shall ,
when judged appropriate by the Chair, be
distributed to the University Faculty.
All
filed copies of official correspondence of
the Chair shall be available for examination
by any member of the faculty.

1.3.2 Absence or Incapacity of the Chair of the Faculty.
When, in the
judgment of the majority of the University Faculty Senate, an absence
of the Chair of the Faculty is prolonged to the point that the Senate
judges the effectiveness of the office to be seriously jeopardized,
the Senate shall declare the office vacated, and the current Chair
elect shall become the Chair of the Faculty.
1.3.3 Official Duties of the Chair-elect of the Faculty shall include:

1.3.4

1.3.3.1

Assisting the Chair of the Faculty in fulfilling his/her
official duties.

1.3.3.2

Serving as a non-voting member of the University Senate with
privileges of motion, second , and debate.

1.3.3.3

Preparing and distributing notice of regular and special
meetings of the faculty.

1.3.3.4

Serving on designated committees.

Absence of Incapacity of the Chair - elect of the Faculty.
When , in
the judgment of the majority of the University Faculty Senate, an
absence of the Chair-elect of the Senate is prolonged to the point
that the Senate judges the effectiveness of the office to be seriously
jeopardized, the Senate shall declare the office vacated, and the
Committee on Committees shall conduct a new election to fill the
position.

2.

Secretary of the Faculty.
The chairperson of the faculty shall may appoint
t he secretary of the faculty.
2.1

Term.
The secretary of the faculty shall serve during the term of
chairperson.

2.2

Duties .
include:

The official

duties

of

2.2.1 Taking,
duplicating,
and
min utes of the faculty.

the

secretary of

promptly

the

distributing

faculty

the

: ~e

shall

officia l

2.2.2 Assisting the chairperson of the facul ty in the prepara t ion and
distribution and possible revision of each s emest er's roste r.
2.2.3 Maintaining a
file
of
the
chairperson of the faculty.

official

correspondence

2.2.4 Keeping the minutes and other offic ial documents of
in a safe and accessib le place.

of

the

the fa culty

2.2.5 Maintaining liaison, where and when necessary, wi th the secret ary
of the University Faculty Senate .
2.2 . 6 Preparing and d istributing notice of regular and special meetin gs
of the fa cu lty.
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UNI Financial Aid Office
2000-2001 UNDERGRADUATE
Student Profiles

Total Financial Aid Received

= $67,227,086

Work Study ($1,587,048)
Federal
State
UNI

Departmental Employment
($6,613,702) UNI

Scholarships ($7,033,574)
SAS Scholarships
Foundation Scholarships
State of Iowa Scholarships
Hometown/Off-Campus Scholarships
Athletics
Robert Byrd
ROTC Scholarships

Loans ($42,293,091)
Direct Student Loans
PLUS Loans
Perkins Loans
Iowa Partnership Loans
Private Lender Loans
Iowa Teacher Shortage Forgivable Loan

1

Grants ($9,699,671)
Pell
SEOG
Vocational Rehabilitation
Iowa Grant
UNI Grant
Minority Grant
Employee Grant
JTPA
Bureau of Indian Affairs
VA Title VIII
Iowa COnmllssion for the Blind
IMAGE
National Guard Educational Aid
Collegiate Registration Plate
Disaster Relief Grant
DC Tuition Assistance
Federal & State Grants

(
UNI Financial Aid Office
2000-2001 UNDERGRADUATE
Student Profiles

Sources of Financial Aid

Federal Programs ($45,680,656)
Pell Grant
SEOG
Federal Work-Study
Direct Stafford Loans
Perkins Loans
Reserve Office Training Corps (ROTC)
Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA)
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Disaster Relief Grant
Robert Byrd Scholarships
VA Title VIII
DC Tuition Assistance
Federal Grants/Contracts

State of Iowa Programs ($5,204,494)
State of Iowa Scholarships
Vocational Rehabilitation Grants
Iowa Foster Chi ld Grant
Iowa Teacher Shortage Forgivable Loan
Conunission for the Blind
Iowa Grants
National Guard Educational Aid
Iowa Partnership Loans
IMAGE
Collegiate Registration Plate
Iowa Work Study
State Grants/Contracts
2

Institutional ($14,810,535)
Scholarships
Grants
Student Employment
UNI Work Study
Other Sources ($1,531,401)
Hometown/Off-Campus Scho larships
Private Lender Loans
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UNI Financial Aid Office
2000-2001 UNDERGRADUATE
Student Profiles

Institutional Programs
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UNI Financial Aid Office

2000-2001 UNDERGRADUATE
Student Profiles

Undergraduate Loans
Total number of borrowers = 7,794
Total loan dollars received = $42,293,091
Average loan indebtedness upon graduation for those who borrow = $17,812
Average loan indebtedness upon graduation for all graduating seniors = $12,671

Average loan per Student = $5,426

Scholarships 10%

Grants 15%

Work Study 2%

5.6%

National

1999 Default Rate
for Direct Loans

3.9%

Iowa State

3.1%

Iowa

2.9%

UNI

0.0%

1.0%
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UNI Financial Aid Office
2000-2001 UNDERGRADUATE
Student Profiles

Total Scholarship Dollars = $7,033,574
Financial Aid Received

=

$67,227,086

Work Study
2%
Departmental
Employment
10%

...---

Loans
63%

+ Athletics $1,695,247

__

(277 awards)

SAS Scholarships
$2,491,764

Scholarships
10%

(1840 awards)

Foundation $1,322,176
(823 awards)

* Other $164,476
(186 awards)

Hometown/Offcam pus
$1,359,911

15%

(1210 awards)

+ Athletics
Includes $389,561 SAS and
$926,228 Foundation dollars
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* Other
State of Iowa Scholars
Robert Byrd
ROTC
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UNI Financial Aid Office
2000-2001 UNDERGRADUATE
Student Profiles

2000-2001 Budgeted Set-A-Side

$7,272,887

~dergraduate Scholarships/Grants
I
• Graduate College Scholarships
,

o Matching Federal Programs

6

(

(

UNI Financial Aid Office
2000-2001 UNDERGRADUATE
Student Profiles

Set-A-Side Undergraduate Scholarship/Grants
$5,979,435 Budgeted
• Merit Based Aid

S507,182
9%

Presidential Scholars
International Awards
College Scholarships
Athletic Awards

$2,387,712
40%

• Need Based Aid
UNI Grant
IMAGE
Access Grant
EOP
[::J

$3 ,084 ,541
51 %

Q

Combination
Achievement

Combined Merit & Need
Need Based Aid
Merit Based Aid
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